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Agreement
Meeting
Highlights
he lnternational Joint
Commission held its 1982
Meeting on the Great Lakes
Water Quality Agreement, November 16
in Windsor, Ontario at Cleary Auditorium.
Representatives of Great Lakes Basin
citizen organizations, industry,
government, the media and interested
individuals from the immediate area
listened as Great Lakes Water Quality
Board and Science Advisory Board
—
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members summarized the work of the
past year. In addition, many whocould not
spend the day in reporting sessions visited
the environmental exhibition held in
conjunction with the meeting. Thirty-four
organizations participated in the 1982
exhibition. (See page 15.)
SETTING THE TONE
cting Chairman E. Richmond
Olson, in his opening remarks
spoke of future directionsfor the
Commission, the Agreement and
environmental action: “Existing
  
Robert McEwen, left; E. Richmond Olson, right. (Courtesy Windsor Star)
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institutionally developed paradigms, such
as “technological fix", while perhaps
eventually able to stem the symptoms of
environmental abuse byblocking the pipe
from releasing toxic materials, will never
remove the issue from political debate and
human concern. A basic shift in values
must be recognized and must be in place
to subvent the production, use and
inevitable dispersal of those highly
entropic products of the industrial side of
the human character. There is a need to
develop broader perspectives as to the
source of and appropriate responses to the
current distresses. The perceptions of
persons who sense their well being at
unwarranted risk will not be satisfied with
statistically, scientifically defining away
the problem, when their instincts and
cultural self interest direct them otherwise.
We must listen to, and find new ways to
encompass societal concerns and
conversations in our work."
GREAT LAKES WATER
QUALITY BOARD
r. Valdas Adamkus, LLS.
Chairman and Administrator,
Region V of the Environmental
Protection Agency - Chicago, introduced
the Great Lakes Water Quality Board’s
report: “This year’s report is an update of
International Joint
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Valdas V. Adamkus (Courtesy Windsor Star)
the comprehensive report presented in
1981 , focussing on selected activities
under the Agreement The Board devoted
much of its time this year to evaluating
the adequacy of remedial measures
currently in place or proposed to correct
the environmental problems of the 18
Class “A” Areas of Concern identified in
last year’s report."
Mr. Howard Ferguson, Canadian Board
Chairman and Director General of the
Ontario Region of Environment Canada,
described some significant developments.
Eutrophication
“There has been a significant decline in
phosphorus loadings to the five Great
Lakes from municipal and industrial
sources. It is apparent that continued
surveillance and monitoring is required to
fully establish the effect of load reductions
on phosphorus concentrations in the
water of each lake and to document
expected ecological responses. However,
there have already been some clear signs
of improvement.
 
Howard Ferguson (Courtesy Windsor Star)
“The concentration of total phosphorus
in the open waters of Lake Ontario has
declined; this may be a reflection of lower
inputs from the Niagara River, the major
source of nutrients to the lake. Declines
have also been noted for spring
phosphorus concentrations along the
Canadian nearshore of Lake Ontario from
the Niagara River to Kingston. The
Saginaw Bay ecosystem has also
responded favorably to phosphorus load
reductions over the last decade. Total
phosphorus concentrations and secchi
depth measurements have improved
slightly, and a significant decline in
chlorophyll at concentrations has been
noted for the period 1974 to 1980.
Changes in the phytoplankton in Saginaw
Bay have been quite dramatic. in addition,
two species of nuisance-producing blue—
green algae have virtually disappeared
from most areas of the bay.
“Removal of phosphorus at municipal
treatment plants, in conjunction with
limitations on the phosphorus content of
laundry detergents, has resulted in
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dramatic reductions in the phosphorus
loadings. (See Lake Erie graph.)
“Since 1972, Canada and the United
States have spent or committed more than
$7.25 billion for municipal wastewater
treatment facilities in the Great Lakes
Basin. The most significant achievement
in terms of municipal phosphorus control
has been that the Detroit wastewater
treatment plant achieved an average
efﬂuent phosphorus concentration of 1.0
mg/L in 1981. The annual phosphorus
load to Lake Erie from this facility has
been reduced from 3,660 tonnes in 1975
to 940 tonnes in 1981 . In recent months
the Detroit wastewater plant has been
achieving even lower phosphorus
concentrations. For the period ofJune
1981 to July 1982 the effluent
phosphorus concentration averaged 0.57
mg/L which represents a further
reduction in the phosphorus loading to
Lake Erie of 405 tonnes per year.
“On Lake Ontario two major facilities,
the Rochester Frank Van Lare and
Syracuse Metro wastewater treatment
plants, also achieved the 1.0 mg/L
efﬂuent limitation in 1981. However, eight
of the largest sewage treatment plants in
the Lower Lakes Basin in 1981 did not
achieve an average phosphorus effluent
concentration of 1.0 mg/L. Two plants
have been added to the noncompliance list
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since last year’s report: Wayne County
Wyandotte in Michigan and Toronto
Humber in Ontario were not in
compliance in 1981.
“There are still a number of facilities
which have not yet achieved the desired
level of phosphorus removal. Their
schedules for completion of facilities have
been extended. There are also several
facilities in the United States which have
no identifiable Compliance dates due to
low funding priorities for construction.
The Board urges the jurisdictions to place
special emphasis on completing their
programs for municipal phosphorus
control at the earliest possible date. The
Board also notes that none of the five New
York municipal facilities discharging to
the St. Lawrence River Basin limit
phosphorus in the effluent.
“The WaterQuality Board reaffirms its
position that the imposition of detergent
phosphorus limitations, by all jurisdictions
in areas which can contribute to the
phosphorus loadings to the Great Lakes,
is an important and effective means of
reducing the rate of eutrophication of the
Great Lakes. Further, as progress
continues to be made in the control of
point sources of phosphorus, particularly
from municipal wastewater treatment
plants, attention should be given to a
better understanding of the contributions
of nonpoint sources of phosphorus.
Specifically, there is a need to better define
the magnitude of the contributions from
combined sewer overflows, wastewater
treatment plant bypasses, agricultural and
urban runoff, and atmospheric deposition,
which are currently poorly quantified, and
to assess their impacts on phosphorus
concentrations and water quality in the
Great Lakes."
Toxic Contaminants
“The contamination of the Great Lakes by
toxic substances continuesto be of great
concern, particularly the high levels of
chlorinated dioxins which have been
noted in the Niagara and the Saginaw
 
River basins as a result of chemical waste
disposal sites and point source discharges.
Also of concern is the presence of
toxaphene in Great Lakes fish."
Toxaphene
Board Chairman Ferguson reminded the
audience that: “In 1976 the Upper Lakes
Reference Group reported to the
Commission that toxaphene was detected
in lake trout collected in 1974 from Lake
Superior and the Straits of Mackinac. The
levels reported were between 0.1 and 1.0
mg/kg on a whole fish basis. Last year the
Board reported to the Commission that
concentrations of approximately 3 mg/kg
were recorded in lake trout from Siskiwit
Lake, a land-locked lake on lsle Royale,
Lake Superior. More recently, the
Department of Fisheries and Oceans
Canada and the US. Fish and Wildlife
Service reported that the concentration of
toxaphene or toxaphene—like substances
in lake trout, caught in Lake Superior and
Lake Michigan between 1977 and 1980
and analyzed in 1982, ranged from 0.4 to
10.9 mg/kg on a whole fish basis.
Surveillance activities are underway to
determine if toxaphene is present in fish
from the other Great Lakes.
“Toxaphene is a complex mixture of
toxic compounds. It was introduced in the
US. in 1948 as a contact insecticide. It is
produced by the chlorination of
camphene, itself a chemical mixture
obtained as a by—product of turpentine
distillation. Technical grade toxaphene
consists of about 1 70 different chlorinated
camphenes, 20 to 40 of which have been
detected in Great Lakes fish tissue.
Toxaphene has been used both as a
pesticide and a herbicide. it was widely
used in association with cotton and
sunflower agriculture, notably in the
southern UnitedStates, the Dakotas, and
in California. Direct use of the chemical
compound within the US. portion of the
Great Lakes Basin was small compared to
its nationwide usage. In Ontario, permits
are issued to use toxaphene only as a
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livestock insecticide. These permits are
issued only to licenced veterinarians. Only
one permit was issued in 198] , and only
three were issued between January and
September 1982. Within the basin there is
no known toxaphene production, but
there are several formulators and
distributors in Ohio and Minnesota. The
environmental data, in combination with
the geographical use statistics implicate
long—range transport through the
atmosphere as the most likely pathway for
Great Lakes contamination.
“The US. Food and Drug
Administration has established the action
level for toxaphene in edible portions of
fish at 5 mg/kg. The values reported to
date are for whole fish and are higher than
would be expected for the edible portions.
Although there is an Agreement objective
for toxaphene in water of 0.008 ug/L, for
the protection of aquatic life, there is no
objective for fish tissue concentration.
“It should be noted that the number of
samples analyzed to date is small and
limited to one type of fish from only a few
locations in the two lakes, and that there
are limitations in analytical methodology.
Although the information available to date
is not conclusive, the presence of
toxaphene in lake trout from Lake
Superior and Lake Michigan is clearly
cause for concern.
“Based in part on these concerns, the
US. Environmental Protection Agency
recently announced its intention to cancel
most uses of toxaphene, as required by
legislation passed by Congress in October
1982."
[Editor's Note: The ban, to be in effect by the end of
the year, covers 15 million of the 16 million pounds
of toxaphene sold annually in the United States.
Existing stocks can be sold off until December 31,
1986, and can be used for scabies control on cattle
and sheep, insect control on pineapples and bananas
in the Virgin Islandsand Puerto Rico, and for
emergency use against army worms and
grasshoppers on cotton, corn. and grain. Use of
toxaphene to eliminate scabies on cattle and sheep
will be exempt altogether. Water Newsletter,
November 12, 1982].
Mr. Ferguson listed the specific
activities being addressed by the Board's
 
Toxic Substances Committee:
1. Developing priority lists of toxic
substances in the Great Lakes Basin,
2. Establishing an information
clearinghouse in the Windsor office,
and
3. Updating reports on chemical
substances present in the Great Lakes
Ecosystem.
He explained that, “in order to provide
an adequate information base so that
assessments and subsequent decisions on
controls can be made in a cost—effective
manner, the Toxic Substances Committee
plans to develop three types of priority
lists.
1. A priority list of toxic substances of
significance for the Great Lakes Basin
for which characteristics data should
be gathered, using agreed-upon test
guidelines.
2. A single priority list of toxic substances
in the Great Lakes Basin for which
inventory data must be developed.
3. A joint priority list for toxic substances
that require immediate environmental
measurements.
“The Toxic Substances Committee
expects that it may take up to two years to
develop and apply the necessary
methodologies to produce the three types
of toxic substances priority lists for the
Great Lakes," Mr. Ferguson said.
Health Effects
The potential health impacts of pollution
within the Great Lakes are of great
concern to all residents within the basin.
Mr. Ferguson commented, “the public is
aware that several hundred synthetic
organic chemicals have been identified in
the Great Lakes Basin Ecosystem and
some fear has been expressed that
drinking water supplies in the basin pose a
significant health hazard. Recognizing
these concerns, the Board’s Human Health
Effects Committee reviewed information
available on Great Lakes drinking water
quality and the potential for adverse health
effects.
 
“All drinking water produced from
sources within the Great Lakes Basin
normally contains a complex mixture of
inorganic and organic chemicals. Many of
the inorganic elements are of negligible
toxicity and are in fact essential to man
(e.g. calcium, zinc and magnesium).
Others are recognized toxicants (e.g. lead,
cadmium and arsenic).
“Present data on the levels of organic
chemicals found in drinking water
supplies within the basin and the known
toxicity of many of these chemicals, do
not indicate an emergency—type public
health problem. However, given the
amounts of hazardous wastes stored
around the Great Lakes and the increasing
demand by society for synthetic
chemicals, there may well be an emerging
public healthproblem. Prompt remedial
actions on hazardous chemical dump sites
and improved effluent controls are
recommended.
“Currently, the public health hazard
from waterborne diseases posed by
microbiological contamination of drinking
water within the Great Lakes Basin is
extremely low. Given present day drinking
water treatment technology, this situation
should not change, unless arbitrary
decisions are made to alter present
disinfection procedures."
Petroleum Refinery Pollution
The Petroleum Refinery Point Source
Task Force reviewed the progress made
by the 15 petroleum refineries
discharging directly to the Great Lakes in
reducing pollutant discharges in response
to abatement programs.
Mr. Ferguson reported that: “All
refineries discharging to the Great Lakes
Basin have treatment facilities which
include biological wastewater treatment
systems which, if well operated,
significantly reduce conventional
pollutants and many toxic substances
present in refinery wastewater. However,
the treated efﬂuents still contain certain
toxic organic and metal substances at very
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low concentrations. These need further
monitoring and determination of their
relative toxicity or other impacts on water
quality. The petroleum refining sector
now generally meets the discharge
requirements imposed by the
jurisdictions."
Surveillance
To establish whether the current
monitoring and surveillance program was
providing the information required to
meet the Agreement goals, the
Surveillance Work Group conducted an
evaluation. Mr. Ferguson reported that:
“Results indicate differences in
surveillance and monitoring activities
when compared to the Great Lakes
International Surveillance Plan (GLISP).
These variances result mainly from
resource limitations, relevant
interpretations of historical data, and
changes in emphasis from eutrophication
to contaminant pollution.
“If GLISP has a major fault, it is in its
failure to provide a mechanism to ensure
up-front binational planning crucial to
identifying the level of commitment
required to satisfy obligations under the
1978 Agreement. The Board is presently
considering a proposal to ensure that the
requisite annual binational planning takes
place. This would provide a basis for
allocating sufficient fiscal resources to
assure continuation of cost-efficient and
scientifically sound bilateral surveillance.
AREAS OF CONCERN
nited States Water Quality Board
Chairman Valdas V. Adamkus
told the Commission and the 330
persons attending that: “Year after year,
the Board has reported the same
environmental problems but with little if
any prognosis of when, how, or if the Area
of Concern will ever fully recover. This
year, the group chose to examine remedial
programs in the 18 worst areas to
evaluate the likelihood of success.
“To conduct this evaluation, the Water
 
Quality Board requested the jurisdictions
to update information which had been
presented in last year’s report:
environmental data, causes of the
environmental problems, and present
remedial programs. Each jurisdiction also
provided the Board with additional,
specific information about present and
proposed remedial programs. The Board
evaluated this information in order to
determine whether environmental
problems could be solved and beneficial
uses restored. The Board considered the
following sorts of information provided by
the jurisdictions:
1. The nature of the environmental
problem;
2. The nature of the remedial programs in
place or planned;
3. The schedule to initiate or complete
these programs;
4. Factors which would preclude timely
and satisfactory resolution of the
problem and restoration of uses,
including cost, technical
considerations, and further definition of
the issue; and
5. Expected date by which the problems
would be resolved and uses restored.
“Based on this evaluation, the Board
reached various conclusions for each Area
of Concern or portions thereof. The Board
found six areas where remedial measures
currently in operation will resolve the
identified environmental problems and
restore beneficial uses over the near term:
0 The St Marys River (Michigan side)
0 Saginaw Bay and Saginaw River
System (municipal sources)
0 St Clair River (Michigan side)
0 Detroit River (municipal and industrial —
Michigan)
0 Maumee River (municipal)
O Niagara River (Ontario side)
“There is one area where additional
programs and measures have been
imposed and will be adequate and timely:
the Detroit River (Ontario side). The
majority of Areas of Concern are found in
a second category; that is, remedial
 
measures currently in operation will not
resolve the identified problems and restore
uses over the near term.
“While 1 1 areas have remedial
programs which are not currently
adequate, we found that additional
programs and measures have been
imposed, and environmental problems will
eventually be resolved and uses restored.
However, there is a long lag time between
completion and operation of the remedial
measures and the response of the
environmental system in the:
0 Fox River (Wisconsin)
0 Milwaukee Estuary (Wisconsin)
0 St. Marys River (Ontario side)
0 St. Clair River (Ontario)
0 Detroit River (Michigan)
0 Maumee River (Ohio)
0 Black River (Ohio)
0 Ashtabula River (Ohio)
0 Buffalo River (New York)
0 Niagara River (New York)
0 Hamilton Harbour (Ontario)
0 St Lawrence River — Cornwall/Massena
(Ontario and New York)
Adamkus proceeded to elaborate on
these eleven Areas of Concern: uThere are
three areas where the Board believes that,
even though all reasonable remedial
measures have been or are being taken, it
is doubtful whether the environmental
problems will be completely resolved and
uses restored.
“The first such area is the Grand
Calumet River and Indiana Harbor Canal,
Indiana. All sediments in the lower portion
of the Grand Calumet River and Indiana
Harbor Canal are heavily polluted with
conventional pollutants and heavy metals;
the concentrations are among the highest
in the Great Lakes System. Fish are not
generally found in the river or canal. When
found, the fish are small and in poor
physical condition. Very few
macroinvertebrates are present, since their
habitat - the bottom sediments in the river
and canal - is oily silt and sludge. Water
samples exceed a number of Agreement
objectives. Elevated bacteriological levels
5
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occur after rainfall as a result of combined
sewer overflows to the Grand Calumet
River. There are no plans to address in—
place pollutants.
“Since the drainage basin is heavily
developed, and since there is little natural
flow, it is doubtful whether the
environmental problems will ever be
completely resolved. The State of Indiana
has proposed to designate these waters as
suitable for only certain. restricted uses.
“The second area is the Cuyahoga River
(Cleveland), Ohio. Few fish are able to
survive in the lower Cuyahoga River and
in Cleveland Harbor because of depressed
dissolved oxygen levels, elevated levels of
dissolved solids and ammonia, and
polluted bottom sediments. Sediments are
heavily contaminated with conventional
pollutants, and concentrations in water
samples exceeded Agreement objectives
and/or Ohio standards.
“Major programs to control municipal
and industrial discharges, combined sewer
overflows, and urban land runoff are
underway and should all be in place by
1990. However, there is inadequate
information available to determine what
water quality the current remedial
programs will permit. ln light of the
natural chemistry of the drainage basin,
the current intensive land use, and the
greatly modified geometry of the
navigation section of the river, it is
unlikely that the water quality in the river
will ever meet the Agreement objectives.
“The third area is Hamilton Harbour,
Ontario. Contaminants in sediments from
several portions of Hamilton Harbour
exceed the provincial guideline for open
water disposal of dredged materials. The
greatest contamination is in the area
adjacent to municipal and industrial
discharge sites and in the deep water
central basin. Agreement or provincial
water quality objectives are exceeded for
total dissolved solids, zinc, ammonia,
phosphorus, iron, cyanide, and phenol.
Aesthetic quality is diminished by poor
water clarity and color, as a result of high
 
levels of suspended solids, chlorophyll,
and dissolved organics. The Board notes
that Ontario has imposed further remedial
measures on major industrial dischargers,
but a further strategy is needed for in—
place pollutants.
“There are seven areas where there are
apparently no firm programs additionally
planned that will resolve problems and
restore uses: the Fox River and Southern
Green Bay, Wisconsin; Waukegan Harbor,
Illinois; the Saginaw River System and
Saginaw Bay, Michigan; Detroit River,
Michigan and Ontario; the Rouge River,
Michigan; the Maumee River, Ohio; and
the Buffalo River, New York.
“Finally, the Board found three areas
where there is insufficient information
with which to make a reasonable
judgement as to whether control
measures are adequate:
0 The Grand Calumet River — in regard to
its potential adverse impact on Lake
Michigan.
0 The Saginaw River System - in regard
to its highly toxic in-place pollutant
problem.
0 The Raisin River — also because of its in—
place pollutant problem."
Mr. Adamkus reported: “There are
several common causes of the
environmental degradation in all of the 18
Class “A” Areas of Concern: municipal
and industrial discharges (both
conventional and toxic); waste disposal
sites, combined sewer overflows and
urban land runoff, agricultural land runoff,
and in—place pollutants. These are
substances which were deposited and
remain on the bottom of the lakes from
past practices. We find that most of the
significant improvements taking place in
the Great Lakes System are due to control
of conventional pollutants from municipal
and industrial discharges.
“In general, remedial programs
presently in place or proposed will
significantly improve ecosystem quality in
the Great Lakes Basin. However, even with
the completion and satisfactory operation
 
of remedial works, environmental
problems will remain because of the
presence of in—place pollutants, a serious
problem in 17 of the 18 areas. Natural
processes will eventually restore the area
ecosystem in some cases. This is
especially true for the connecting
channels, where contaminated sediment
will eventually be transported
downstream, deposited, buried with clean
sediment, and effectively isolated from the
remainder of the ecosystem. However, for
harbors, embayments, and estuaries, these
processes will occur only slowly, if at all.”
Discussion Period
A few of the questions/comments of the
audience have been selected so that Focus
readers will see the level of understanding
and interest attendees displayed.
Daniel Green, of the Societe pour
Vaincre la Pollution in Montreal, said that
he believed that “to be consistent with the
ecosystem approach the lJC should start
looking at the downstream province as
part of the Great Lakes System under the
1978 Agreement.”
Acting Chairman Olson responded
that: “there's nothing in the Great Lakes
Water Quality Agreement that requires
one to stop at a particular point;it’s been
an artificial distinction."
Chairman McEwen echoed Mr. Olson:
“We are mindful that Montreal is a part of
the whole system, though it was defined
under the Agreement as the five lakes and
the international portion of the St.
Lawrence. We’re mindful that the river
keeps flowing on down past Montreal and
Quebec City and hopefully what we are
able to accomplish upstream is going to
benefit those of us on the St. Lawrence,
both the international part and the part
that’s wholly within the Province of
Quebec”.
Mr. Yo Chin, of the University of
Michigan in Ann Arbor, asked, “How do
you propose to tell people what is out
there and what they can do about it?”
Acting Chairman Olson responded:
“We are certainly aware of the very
7
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difficult and very important job that you
describe. We are undertaking a review of
the whole sort of public information
aspect of our work and we have been
promised additional resources by the two
federal governments to accomplish
whatever we determine to be appropriate".
Mr. Wayne Schmidt of Michigan United
Conservation Clubs in Lansing, Michigan
commented, that “there are a great many
people in the basin that are delighted with
your Biennial Report and with the vigor
with which this Commission is pushing
for solutions to these very difficult
problems you have identified. My question
relates to the Kalamazoo River in
Michigan, a major sink for PCBs. Why is
this river not identified as an area of
concern?"
Responding was Madonna McGrath
(Director of US. EPA’s Great Lakes
National Program Office — Chicago) who
explained that programs for cleanup of
that river would be evaluated in 1983
when the 21 “Class B" Areas of Concern
are considered.
Ms. Judith Kiriazis, Executive Director
of the Lake Michigan Federation -
Chicago, suggested that lJC concentrate
its efforts, shift “from looking at individual
problems such as atmospheric deposition,
industrial effluents,toxics, and other such
problems, and perhaps focus efforts to
implement solutions on all of these
problems in one place". The Grand
Calumet River seemed an appropriate spot
to Ms. Kiriazis and her suggestion was
well received.
James Alpert of Manitowoc, Wisconsin
asked what types of data would be
available since, he heard, the two EPA
research vessels had been taken out of
service. Mr. Adamkus assured him that
the Roger Simons would be back on the
lakes starting in March. The Rachel
Carson, because of structural problems, is
not a good deep water sampling vessel.
Richard Spencer of Save the River in
Clayton, New York asked how lJC was
involved under the Agreement with the
impact of dredging on water quality. He
 
was told that a Dredging Subcommittee
has been active since 1978. The group
produced a guideline to assist jurisdictions
in developing compatible regulations for
disposal of polluted dredged spoils and is
now completing tests of those guidelines
on Toledo and Toronto projects.
The Lake Erie
Program
The Ohio State
University
by Charles E. Herdendorf
and Margaret L. Holland
nly 22 years after the Ohio
State University was founded in
1873, it established a Lake
Laboratory in Sandusky, Ohio. As
awareness and interest in aquatic sciences
grew, the program was moved to Gibraltar
Island on Put—in—Bay, Ohio, where the
Franz Theodore Stone Laboratory was
dedicated in 1929. Stone Lab, one of the
oldest freshwater research laboratories in
the United States, became renowned for
its ecological research and taxonomic
studies of Lake Erie and Ohio fish species,
molluscs, insects and birds. Today many
of these studies, like The Fishes of Ohio
by Milton B. Trautman, a landmark work
in the field of icthyology, are available to
students, providing a cornerstone for
future ecological and environmental
studies.
With the goal of expanding research
opportunities within the university, the
Centerfor Lake Erie Area Research
(CLEAR) was created in 1970 with
facilities at Stone Laboratory and on the
main campus in Columbus. Nine years
later, the Ohio Sea Grant Program was
established within the university to
support research of current marine and
aquatic problems, education and training,
and advisory service~ the transfer of
 
research results, technology and
knowledge to lake users. Today, all three
components—Stone Laboratory, CLEAR
and Sea Grant—are administered by the
Center for Lake Erie Area Research as the
Lake Erie Program in the College of
Biological Sciences.
Located on beautiful South Bass Island
in the western basin of Lake Erie, Stone
Lab provides an ideal setting for students,
teachers, administrators and concerned
citizens to meet, attend workshops,
conduct research and study. Every year
more than 60 fulltime students attend a
variety of graduate level summer classes
at the Lab, courses ranging from Great
Lakes Limnology and Microbiological
Aspects of Water Pollution to Field
Entomology and Advanced Ornithology.
The Lab’s location and resources offer
students a unique opportunity for field
experience. Throughout the year, marine
and aquatic workshops are held by Ohio
Sea Grant advisory service agents for
groups as diverse as public school
children and teachers, outdoor writers and
charterboat captains. In addition, the 68-
foot R/ VHydra, the CLEAR research
vessel, is based at Stone Lab. The Hydra
conducts a variety of water quality
assessments throughout the lake from
early spring until late fall, and is
responsible for much of the U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency funded
grant research.
In the 12—year history of CLEAR,
approximately 8 million dollars of
sponsored research has been conducted
by the Center. Some of the major federal
agencies which have supported Lake Erie
research include: the US. Environmental
Protection Agency; the US. Department
of Interior, Fish and Wildlife Service and
Office of Water Resources and
Technology; the US. Department of
Commerce; National Oceanic and
Atmospheric Administration — Office of
Sea Grant, Office of Coastal Zone
Management and National Marine
Fisheries Service; the US. Army Corps of
1982 AGREEMENT HIGHLIGHTS Cont'd. on page I0
  
8
Focus on International Joint Commission Activities, Vol. 8 [1982], Iss. 3, Art. 1
https://scholar.uwindsor.ca/ijcfocus/vol8/iss3/1
 FOCIIS
Engineers; and the National Aeronautical
and Space Administration. Research
publications have included topics as
diverse as sediment dredging in the Great
Lakes, heavy metals levels in and oxygen
demand of bottom sediments, spawning
ecology of Lake Erie fish species, fish
larvae entrainment at power plant intakes
and nutrient levels in Lake Erie waters.
In the past two years, the Center has
coordinated more than 60 sponsored
research projects with a commitment of
more than $4 million. More than 50
faculty and 40 graduate students have
actively participated in these projects. One
of the most recent studies includes a
report on the commercial and industrial
value of Lake Erie to the greater Cleveland
area. Currently CLEAR is involved in a
technical assessment of the status of Lake
Erie. This study, funded by the USEPA,
utilizes all the data gathered by 25 state,
provincial and university groups who
conducted research on Lake Erie in
1978—79.
With proposed cutbacks of up to 80
percent in federal funding to Great Lakes
research, continued research levels are in
doubt. Since it is essential that research
continue in order to ensure a historical
data base, contacts are being made with all
Ohio senators and representatives to
inform them of the importance and value
of Lake Erie as a state-wide resource.
Recently, the three Ohio Sea Grant
advisory committees, more than 50
concerned citizens who work and live
along the shores of the lake, sponsored
the first “Congressional Day on Lake
Erie," an event which enabled
congressmen and aides to attain first- hand
information for decision making.
The Ohio Sea Grant program has
expanded greatly in the past three years.
This year, it applied for and received
institutional status as the program was
recognized as having received outstanding
support from the university, state
government and the general public, and as
having a truly interdisciplinary focus
 
toward environmental studies. Last year
two new staff members were hired as
advisory service agents, enabling the
program to better serve the Lake Erie
public. Today, in addition to publishing
two newsletters, Twine Line for the
general public and Middle Sea for Ohio
educators, the program continues to
inform Ohioans of ongoing research
through technical publications, news
releases, and television and radio spots.
The Lake Erie Program is currently
conducting research into the areas of
seafood and living resources, the impacts
of energy facilities, mineral resources,
water quality, coastal zone management,
shore erosion control and recreation.
Some research has resulted in a growing
market for underutilized Lake Erie fish
species like the freshwater drum and
giuard shad. Other research has resulted
in a quarter-million—dollar-per-year
dredging and construction industry in
Toledo utilizing sand and gravel dredged
from Lake Erie, and new electric power
plants designed to produce twice the
power of old plants while destroying
(entraining) less than one percent of the
fish. This year research will continue in
the areas of aquaculture, value and
importance of Lake Erie marshes and
wetlands, construction of offshore
structures, and will commence in the areas
of electrophoretic analysis of genetic
variability in fish populations and
traditions and customs of the commercial
fishing industry in the western basin on
Lake Erie.
Education and training within the
program continue as a mainstay. Last year
the education program began three new
projects: Marine and Great Lakes
Education - an Awareness and Infusion
Program for Ohio Schools, the
Development and Implementation of a
Curriculum for the Study of Marine
Technology and a Coastal Engineering
Curriculum Development
Research, education and advisory
service remain important goals of the
Lake Erie Program, and an
 
THE LAKE ERIE PROGRAM, THE OHIO STATEUNIVERSITY, BRIEFS
9
interdisciplinary approach to these three is
constantly being supported and
strengthened by the university. Despite
federal and state budget problems, the
future of the Lake Erie Program at the
Ohio State University and on the shores of
Lake Erie remains bright. A variety of
publications and brochures describing the
diverse facets of the program are available
by writing the program and The Ohio
State University.
About the Authors
Dr. Charles E. Herdendorf. geologist/Iimnologist, is
the Director of the Ohio Sea Grant Program at Ohio
State University, and of the Center for Lake Erie
Research. Ms. Holland, anthropologist/joumalrlst, is
the Communicator for Ohio's Sea Grant Program.
A Gallup poll released in October found
that three out of four residents of Ontario
rank clearing the Great Lakes of pollution
as a matter of “critical” concern. Sadly,
more than half of the Ontario respondents
felt that little or no progress has been
made by either country in Great Lakes
clean up.
 
ttt‘t
In November 1982, Ontario and West
Germany entered into an agreement to
cooperate in research and share
information on two key environmental
issues—acid rain and the storing and
handling of industrial wastes.
Environment Canada will also participate.
The Memorandum of Understanding falls
under the framework of Canada’s science
and technology agreement with West
Germany which has been in force since
1971. It provides for an exchange of
technical information, scientific personnel
and research results on: long—range
transport of atmospheric pollutants;
terrestrial and aquatic impacts from acid
rain; socio-economic impact from acid
rain; and the management and transport
of industrial wastes and hazardous
materials.
Conl'd. on page 14
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GREAT LAKES
SCIENCE ADVISORY
BOARD
aul Foley, Canadian Chairman of
the Science Advisory Board and
Coordinator of the Development
and Research Group, Pollution Control
Branch of Ontario Ministry of the
Environment, explained that “in 1982, the
Board reviewed the current research
programs of the major research institutes
in the Basin. We assessed the project’s
objectives, relating them to requirements
in the 1978 Agreement, and
recommendations of the Water Quality
Board and Science Board with research
implications. The Board contacted some
33 institutes; 25 responded - ten
Canadian and fifteen (1.8."
A summary of the Board’s work
follows:
Trends
The review compared past and then
current projects to detect trends and found
that scientific research has shifted
emphasis from phosphorus management
toward further identifying and solving the
toxic substances problem. Research has
become more focused on specific
problems and scientists have recently
become more aware and concerned with
the potential danger to human health and
the environment from toxic substances in
the Great Lakes System.
Research Needs
The Board found that though the first
responsibility of Great Lakes scientists is
to meet the specific mandates of their
agencies, much of the research they
perform does respond to needs specified
in the 1978 Canada - United States Great
Lakes Water Quality Agreement Overall
the Board concluded that though a
significant amount of research is being
conducted, the ongoing research is
insufficient to adequately address the
 
complex problems of the Great Lakes.
There are critical knowledge gaps that
prevent achievement of the goals of the
pact between the two nations.
To fill these gaps, the Board
recommended that more effort and funds
be devoted to:
0 human health research related to Great
Lakes contaminants
O investigating the effects of hazardous
substances on the health of the aquatic
community
0 identifying an indicator which could be
used to help determine sources and
relative proportions of materials
transported through the atmosphere
0 determining the sources, methods of
transport, persistence and bioavailability
of PAHs and toxaphene, and to detailing
the potential effects of these substances
on people and the environment
0 continuing the level of funding of
structure-activity correlations, a
screening mechanism to assist in
anticipating future toxic substances
problems
0 developing a central, international Great
Lakes tissue and specimen bank and
devoting additional efforts to advancing
methods for preserving and
characterizing samples
0 establishing a task force to select Great
Lakes models to be evaluated and
validated
O maintaining the current level of nutrient
research and evaluating nutrient related
management models
0 funding studies of groundwater
resources of the Great Lakes to
determine potential contamination
routes and mitigating measures.
Further, the Board suggested that
socio-economic considerations be
integrated in Great Lakes research
programs. The Board also advised the
Commission to press for the development
of research programs to address the
chronic problems in the 18 severely
polluted Areas of Concern identified by
the Great Lakes Water Quality Board.
 
Great Lakes research is an integral part
of United States and Canadian efforts
expended under the Agreement to
preserve, restore and enhance the quality
of Great Lakes waters. One purpose of
research is to establish the relationships
between water quality problems and their
causes. The enormous size of the Great
Lakes, the intricate and complicated
interactions in and between the lakes, and
the intensity and extent of environmental
problems make establishing cause and
effect relationships difficult.
Scientists told the Commission that the
Great Lakes Ecosystem is an
exceptionally complex, unique one which
requires that a large amount of research
specific to the Region be performed.
Without that research, it is difficult to
determine the extent of the problems,
predict ecosystem responses and increase
the scientists’ understanding of cause—
effect relationships. Without an
understanding of these relationships, it is
improbable that sound decisions can be
made concerning clean up programs or
resource management in the Great Lakes
System. Further, the Board stated, it is
important to detect subtle changes in
water quality early, before problems
become more serious. Recovery may take
decades or, if a problem is permitted to
persist without corrective actions,
recovery may never occur.
Council of Research Directors
The Board suggests that lJC transmit the
recommendations made in this report to
the Governments and their funding
agencies. Since funding is limited, it is
essential that priorities be set and
mechanisms for cost effective
international cooperation be further
developed. To achieve these objectives,
the Board suggested that an international
Council of Research Directors be formed
under the Science Advisory Boards
auspices to provide an information
exchange, coordinate programs, ensure
best use of resources, and respond to
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evaluations and recommendations of the
Commission and Science Advisory Board.
This group would also work with the
Board to develop a system to assess the
implementation and success of agency
research and response to research
recommendations.
Dr. Donald Mount, (1.8. Chairman and
Senior Resident Scientist with (1.8. EPA’s
Duluth Laboratory, commented that:
“The Board has been much concerned
 
about the lag time that exists between the
time a research problem or need is
identified, the time funding can be made
available, and the time it takes to do the
research. It is not unreasonable to expect a
five year lag." The Science Advisory
Board suggests that forming the Council
of Research Directors would help
circumvent this problem. The Science
Advisory Board would transmit to the
Council the essence of its findings,
 
describe problems identified by the Water
Quality Board and others in the Great
Lakes community, and urge the Council
to seek solutions. “The success of such an
approach", he continued, “depends on
whether the research managers respect
the decisions that have been made,
whether they think the problems are
worth investigating, and whether funding
components of the agencies for which
they work agree that this is an area that
ought to get immediate funding, perhaps
even diverted funding."
After describing the reasons for the
Council of Research Directors, Dr. Mount
commented: “I think all have come to
appreciate a power of the Agreement at
the working level. It is not really spelled
out in the Agreement. Peer pressure and
the simple value of mutually recognizing
the need to work onproblems really work.
In the Board’s report, we have pointed out
a number of instances where simply
because of the recognition of a problem
within theAgreement activities, one or
more organizations have taken up the
challenge immediately to work on it and
try to find some answers. It’s this kind of
peer pressure that we’re really falling back
on in our suggestions about the Council of
Research Directors”.
Discussion Period
Mr. Pat Brunett, of the Southeast
Michigan Council of Governments
(SEMCOG) in Detroit, described what his
agency does to encourage feedback: “We
frequently have a cover sheet in a report
that asks for some immediate feedback —
whether there is something in the report
that people agree with or disagree with, or
would like to see us address in the future.
That may be of some help to you in
getting the kind of feedback you seem to
desire." He asked if the Board has a
mechanism for getting feedback from the
balance of the scientific community to
their recommendations. Dr. Mount said
that the research council would help and
responded positively to Mr. Brunett’s idea.
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Yo Chin, of the University of Michigan
in Ann Arbor, asked why dioxin in aquatic
biota and sediments was not singled out
when PAHs and toxaphene were. The
response was that the involvement of
atmospheric transport mechanisms with
the presence of toxaphene andthe present
problems with PAHs in Europe were
deciding factors.
Daniel Green from Montreal asked
whether aquatic transport of pollutants
has been addressed as a priority research
issue. Chairman McEwen, an Ogdensburg,
New York resident, understood and
elaborated with an example: “Can
Waukegan Harbor problems get to the St.
Lawrence through the lakes?" Mr. Green
added, “if we knew that dioxins contained
in Niagara River dumps would affect the
Quebec fisheries, maybe Quebecers and
the Quebec government would be more
active in the proceedings of this
Commission." Dr. Mount said that the
ongoing projects could be determined by
checking the Research Review Appendix.
The issue will be considered.
BIENNIAL REPORT
esponding to remarks of attendees
Rand reports in the media, United
States International Joint
Commission Chairman Robert C. McEwen
commented during the Windsor meeting
on the motivations of Commissioners in
issuing their Biennial Report: “This
Commission takes most seriously its
responsibilities under the Boundary
Waters Treaty of 1909 and the solemn
oath each Commissioner takes with
regard to that Treaty. We take most
seriously our responsbilities under the
1978 Great Lakes Water Quality
Agreement. Specifically, for myself and
my United States colleagues, we take
most seriously President Reagan’s
commitment “to protect our joint heritage
in the Great Lakes" and, further, “to
understand and control the air and water
 
pollution that respects no boundaries.”
(Ottawa, March 1981)
“These are the reasons we act as we do.
We intend to continue to act consistent
with those most important
responsibilities; responsibilities so
important to the sustenance of the warm
relationship that exists between the
Governments and the people of our two
nations. It is just that simple, and we will
continue to ask that governmental
agencies in both nations join us in that
important work."
NEXT YEAR
INDIANAPOLIS
'1' ' he IJC's Biennial Meeting on
Great Lakes Water Quality will be
held in Indianapolis, November
16—18, 1983. The Boards will be
presenting their 1983 reports. The
Commission hopes to expand opportunity
for public interaction. Displays from
environmental organizations and industry
will be accepted. Watch for more details in
the next issue of Focus.
EVENTS
The 26th Annual Conference on Great
Lakes Research will be held in Oswego,
New York at the State University College
at Oswego on May 24 through 26, 1983.
For registration and conference
information contact: John E. Gannon,
Conference Co-chairman or Linda
Sawyer, Conference Coordinator, lAGLR
’83, 66 Sheldon Hall, SUNY, Oswego,
New York 13126 (315) 341-3042.
Diversion of Great Lakes Water: Critical
Resource, Critical Issue, a two—day
conference in Kalamazoo, Michigan on
March 24 and 25, 1983, will provide a
forum for discussion and dissemination of
critical information pertaining to diversion
of water from the Great Lakes Basin. For
 
additional information contact the: Office
of Conferences and Institutes, Division of
Continuing Education, Western Michigan
University, Kalamazoo, Michigan 49008.
Phone: (616) 383—0795.
The 28th Institute in Water Pollution
Control will be held at Manhattan College
in May 1983. Three courses will be
offered: Secondary, Tertiary and Toxics
Treatment — May 23—27; Modeling of
Toxic Substances in Natural Water
Systems — May 23-25; Quality Models of
Natural Water Systems - May 23—25. For
further information and fees contact:
Kathryn King, Program Coordinator,
Environmental Engineering 8 Science
Program, Manhattan College, Bronx, New
York 10471 (212) 920—0277.
Environment and Economics will be the
theme of the National Conference of the
National Association of Environmental
Professionals. This conference will
address impacts of economic pressures on
environmental regulation and related
costs, planning, development, and
auditing. Sessions will be held on
international environmental and economic
issues, occupational health and
toxicology, and environmental
philosophy. The conference will take
place April 24-27, 1983, at the Book
Cadillac Hotel in Detroit, Michigan. For
more information on the conference,
contact: National Association of
Environmental Professionals, PO. Box
9400, Washington, DC 20016 (301)
229-7171 or Michigan Association of
Environmental Professionals, PO. Box
16151, Lansing, MI 48901, Terry L.
Yonker, NAEP Conference Chairperson.
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Environmental
Dialectic
by John Hartig, University of Windsor
here is no doubt about it, the Great
Lakes support the world's greatest
freshwater fishery. In a recent
survey released by the Michigan
Department of Natural Resources, it was
noted that approximately 2|,OO0,000
angler days were spent on the Great Lakes
within Michigan’s political boundaries in
1980 resulting in 670,000 chinook
salmon, 720,000 coho salmon, 170,000
brown trout, and 190,000 steelhead being
caught. This compares to only 1,755,645
angler days (ocean) in the State of
Washington resulting in 292,129
chinook, 222 pink, 1,596 chum, 197
sockeye, and 441,758 coho salmon being
caught. Recent economic studies have
shown that the Great Lakes recreational
fishery is worth about one billion dollars
per year to the region. Approximately half
of this can be attributed to salmonid
fishing. Jurisdictions within the basin
operate major salmonid stocking
programs to replenish these resources.
At the same time, jurisdictions in the
basin are issuing health advisories
regarding the consumption of these fishes.
For example, the Michigan Department of
Public Health currently advises that due to
environmental contaminants,
consumption of salmon and lake trout
from Lakes Superior, Michigan, and
Huron should be limited to no more than
one-half pound per week and that children
and women of child bearing age should
avoid consumption. Ontario Ministry of
the Environment advises that due to
environmental contaminants only
occasional meals be consumed of certain
sized salmon and trout from certain
portions of Lake Superior, Huron, Erie and
Ontario. One fundamental question that
 
needs to be asked is “Should we be
stocking fishes in the Great Lakes that we
advise the public against eating? "
Clarity is also needed in the area of
health advisories and the process
undertaken to issue them. Currently,
Ontario Ministry of the Environment
advises that due to environmental
contaminants, only occasional meals be
consumed of 22-26 inch walleye from the
Western Basin of Lake Erie. No advisory
has been issued by the Michigan
Department of Public Health on any sized
walleye from the Western Basin of Lake
Erie. Does that mean that ifa 24—inch
walleye from Ontario swims into
Michigan waters and is caught, it is safe to
eat? How have two different jurisdictions
come up with different conclusions
regarding the safe consumption of the
same fishes in the same general area?
Similar discrepancies exist for other fishes
at other locations.
Part of the problem is that contaminant
standards for safe consumption of fish are
not consistant from jurisdiction to
jurisdiction (e.g. polychlorinated
biphenyls). In addition, some jurisdictions
analyze skinless fillets, while others
analyze skin—off fillets, while still others
analyze boneless, skinless dorsal fillet
samples. These problems are
compounded by different interpretations
of the significance of available data.
There is no doubt that there is much to
learn. However, we need a consistent and
unified approach to monitoring and
evaluating toxic chemical contamination
of Great Lakes fishes, to the issuance of
health advisories, and to the management
and promotion of these resources. How
can we expect the public to understand
Great Lakes management and protection
strategies if different departments and
jurisdictions can’t reach agreement?
(Send your comments on this article to
the Letters to the Editor column of
Focus.)
 
COMMISSION
CANADIAN SECTION
HAS NEW CHAIRMAN
n December 3, 1982, Prime
Minister Pierre Trudeau
, announced the appointment of
J. Blair Seaborn, 58, as the third
Commissioner of the International Joint
Commission, effective December 20. Mr.
Seaborn is the new Chairman of the
Canadian Section, the position occupied
by Stuart Hodgson until January 31,
1981.
Since December 1974 Mr. Seaborn
has been the Deputy Minister of the
Environment for Canada. Within his
mandate were the Canadian Forestry
Service, the Environmental Protection
Service, Parks Canada and the
Environmental Conservation Service.
Prior to his appointment as Deputy
Minister of the Environment, he served
briefly as Acting Deputy Minister of
Consumer and Corporate Affairs
following his appointment as Assistant
Deputy Minister, Consumer Affairs.
Born in Toronto on March 18, 1924,
Blair Seaborn graduated from the
University of Toronto with a Bachelor of
Arts degree (political science and
economics) in 1947, and a Master of
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Arts (political science and economics) in
1948. After graduation, Mr. Seaborn
joined the Department of External
Affairs, and was appointed head of the
Far Eastern Division in 1967. Prior to
that appointment, he had served as a
foreign service officer in The Hague,
Paris, Moscow and Saigon, with periods
of service in Ottawa between postings.
_
Focus on FOCUS
Joint Commission inititated a new
1 project - a quarterly publication,
Focus. It was designed to meet several
objectives:
n November 1974, the International
1. increase awareness of activities in or
relevant to the Great Lakes Basin
Ecosystem;
2. inform people in the Great Lakes Basin
and others of the Great Lakes Water
Quality Agreement, commitments
made by Canada and the United States,
and the roles of the jurisdictions, IJC
and its advisors in implementing that
Agreement;
3. inform readers of Great Lakes
programs, problems and issues;
4. by increasing understanding of those
problems, build support for their
solution;
5. provide an international forum through
publishing signed articles;
6. provide balanced reporting of scientific
material and public issues.
Focus has changed during the past
eight years to better accomplish these
objectives. Suggestions from our readers
have helped improve the content, and
made it easier to obtain additional
information. Last year the format changed
to increase readability.
Focus today tries to serve all its
audience sectors: the Great Lakes Basin
technical community; decision makers;
academics and researchers; citizen
groups; teachers and students,
representatives of industry; print and
 
broadcast media, and the general public.
Not every story will suit your particular
needs, but each issue should carry
something new, thought provoking or
interesting to you. If it does not, write and
say so. If you would like to submit an
article, suggest topics and persons for us
to contact to write articles, or have special
interests, write or telephone
(313/226—2170) in the US. or
519/256-782I in Canada) with your
ideas.
Our audience has expanded to over
12,000 persons and we know additional
people read the copies sent to libraries and
information centers, and circulated in
offices. Today Focus is read by people
from 44 nations: England, Scotland,
France, Germany, Italy, Sweden,
Denmark, Norway, Japan, the Phillipines,
the Soviet Union, Hong Kong, Thailand,
Ethiopia, Egypt, Mexico, Australia, South
Africa, Greece, Turkey, Iran, Israel, Saudi
Arabia, the People’s Republic of China,
Holland, Luxembourg, Switzerland, Brazil,
Iceland, Malaysia, South Korea, Belgium,
Italy, Malta, Costa Rica, Venezuela,
Nigeria, Qatar, India, Chile, Pakistan, New
Zealand, the United States and Canada.
Is there someone you know who might
like to read Focus and does not?
FQR ADDITIONAL COPIES
Write to Patricia Bonner, Editor, Great
Lakes Focus, IJC Regional Office, 100
Ouellette Avenue, Windsor, Ontario,
Canada N9A 6T3.
BOOKSHELF
Documents issued at the Commission’s
Agreement Meeting in November were:
the Water Quality Board Report (includes
Areas of Concern Appendix), the Science
Advisory Boards Research Review and its
separate Appendix, 1982 reports of the
Health Effects and Aquatic Ecosystem
Objectives Commmittees, a Review of the
Pollution Abatement Programs Relating
to the Petroleum Refinery Industry in the
 
Great Lakes Basin, and Proceedings of a
Roundtable on the Surveillance and
Monitoring Requirements for Assessing
Human Health Hazards Posed by
Contaminants in the Great Lakes
Ecosystem. Documents are already in
short supply and reprints are not
anticipated due to funding limitations.
Loan copies will be made available when
supplies are fully depleted. Write to IJC at
the Focus address.
Proceedings of the New York State
Symposium on Atmospheric Deposition
are now available for $10 (US) from the
Center for Environmental Research, 468
HoIIister Hall, Cornell University, Ithaca,
New York, NY 14853. Thirty—one
contributed papers are included.
—
Cont‘d. from page 9
The Indian tribes engaged in commercial
fishing on the three Upper Great Lakes are
in the process of organizing a Great Lakes
Indian Fisheries Commission. Much of the
work in developing the Commission has
been under the direction of Henry M.
Buffalo, Jr., of the Red Cliff Chippewa
Tribe that has a reservation at Bayfield,
Wisconsin. Five tribes residing in
Minnesota and Wisconsin were contacted
and signed up by Mr. Buffalo. Mr. Guy
McMinds, who organized the tribes in the
northwest, joined with Mr. Buffalo in
meetings with the three tribes located in
Michigan.
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organization was formed. Great Lakes
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United was the name chosen by the
people who worked through the process
of ratifying the bylaws which were drafted
as a result of the summer meeting on
Mackinac Island (See Focus 8—2.). The
group will be an organization of
organizations. At the November meeting a
steering committee of 16 members, both
United States and Canadian, was elected
to carry on the business of the
organization. It met December 18—1 9 at
St. Clair College (Windsor) to try to set an
agenda for the future work of the
organization.
LAW AND THE COURTS
As ofJuly lst, 1983, the use of cadmium
and cadmium compounds as stabilizers,
colouring agents and for surface treatment
(electroplating etc.), will be prohibited in
Sweden. The import of products, in which
cadmium has been used for such
purposes, will also no longer be permitted
as of this date. The reason given by the
Swedish authorities for these measures is
that since the end of the last century in
Sweden, the concentrations of cadmium
in basic foods have shown a general
tendency to increase. As a result, the
cadmium intake by the population of
Sweden has progressively increased.
(Toxic Substances Control Newsletter,
Summer 1982)
Velsicol Chemical Company agreed in
November 1982 to a settlement with the
USEPA estimated to be worth $38.5
million for the cleanup of hazardous waste
sites in Michigan. Included are Michigan’s
top—priority hazardous waste site, the
Gratiot County Landfill, as well as the
Velsicol Plant Site, a former storage
warehouse, and an old industrial waste-
burning area which once belonged to the
Michigan Chemical Company adjoining a
portion of the Edgewood Golf Course, all
located in St. Louis, Michigan.
COP/TD. ON PAGE 16
 
BRIEFS CONT'D., LAW AND THE COURTS, AGREEMENT MEETING ENVIRONMENTAL EXHIBITION
AGREEMENT MEETING
ENVIRONMENTAL
EXHIBITION
hen the International Joint
Commission met in Windsor
to receive the reports of its
Agreement advisors, thirty-four
organizations participated in the exhibition
area. Photographs, slide shows, take—
home literature and colorful displays
attracted the general public and school
children as well as the meeting attendees.
Participating were:
0 Fisheries and Oceans Canada, Ottawa,
Ontario Region and Great Lakes
Fisheries Research Branch, including
Professor Trout, a talking fish that
answers questions about the Lakes.
0 National Water Research Institute at
Canada Centre for Inland Waters had
five groups represented —- one display
had a telephone hook-up to the data
storage computer at the Centre in
Burlington so that people could ask
questions and see the responses
displayed almost immediately on a
terminal.
0 United States Environmental Protection
Agency - Chicago sent a Great Lakes
photographic exhibit
o The United States Department of
Agriculture, Soil Conservation Service
sent displays from Washington, DC.
and Lansing, Michigan.
0 Ontario Ministry of Natural Resources -
lJC’s display attracted attention. (Photo by Y. Gagne)
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Toronto
0 The Great Lakes Fishery Commission —
Ann Arbor, Michigan
0 Ontario Ministry of the Environment —
Toronto
0 Canada — Ontario Agreement on Great
Lakes Water Quality (Environment
Canada and Ministry of the
Environment)
0 New York Department of
Environmental Conservation - Albany
0 Pennsylvania Department of
Environmental Resources — Harrisburg
0 Essex Region Conservation Authority —
Essex, Ontario
0 Wisconsin Department of Natural
Resources - Madison
0 Heidelberg College — Tiffin, Ohio
0 Minnesota Pollution Control Agency —
Roseville
0 Great Lakes Sea Grant Programs
represented by Wisconsin Sea Grant -
Madison
0 United States Corps of Engineers -
Detroit and Buffalo
0 Canadian Chemical Producers
Association
0 Environment Canada - Lands
Directorate - Ontario Region
0 Two Laboratories at Canada Centre for
Inland Waters
0 Great Lakes Institute at the University of
Windsor
0 Decisions for the Great Lakes
0 International Joint Commission — a
display on IJC activities and one
concerning land drainage pollution
Professor Trout entertained the children of all ages
who toured the exhibits. (Photo by Y. Gagne)
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PROVINCIAL LOTTERY, LAW AND THECOURTS COHT'D.
16
Provincial
Lottery
ince lottery funds became available
for environmental research in
T 977, Ontario’s Ministry of the
Environment has undertaken over 50
research projects, of which over half have
been completed. About half of the total
projects have been contracted to Ontario
universities, three to the Ontario Research
Foundation, four to municipalities, and
the remainder to several contractors and
consultants.
A number of projects have been funded
in co—operation with other ministries,
principally the Ontario Ministries of Health
and Labour and Environment Canada.
The $846,800 allotted in August 1982
will allow the continuation of several
human health projects, including:
o the development of an experimental
marsh treatment facility at Listowel,
o the application of ozone to drinking
water disinfection,
o the characterization and identification of
organic substances in drinking water,
0 the development of non-chemical
(biological) pest control methods,
 
o the investigation of the effect of road
traffic noise on sleep,
0 a study of aquatic toxicity of multiple
organic compounds, and
O biological studies of environmental
mutagen promoters and inhibitors.
With the new funding, research projects
are under review asfollows for support:
0 the evaluation of blood and urine
profiles for the diagnosis of exposure to
toxic substances,
0 the development of a method for the
detection of sickness caused by viruses
in water,
0 the development of a method for the
determination of microbiological
hazards of leachate run—offs from
landfill sites,
0 the development of a monitoring
scheme for the detection of persistent
toxic chemicals in sport fish, and
O a study of the effects of fertilizer run—
offs on drinking water in wells.
_
LAW AND THE COURTS Conl‘d.
Immediate removal actions have been
authorized under EPA Superfund
authority at two hazardous waste sites in
Michigan. The two awards, totalling
$258,000, will be used for cleanup at
 
Liquid Disposal, Inc., in Utica and GSH
Landfill in Macomb County.
At Liquid Disposal, Inc., $ 249,000 will
be used in Superfund money for lowering
the level of a waste lagoon, strengthening
the retaining dike, and covering containers
of flammable liquids. These measures are
expected to prevent overﬂow or dike
failure which could result in
contamination of the Clinton River and a
state recreation area, and to mitigate the
threat of fire or explosion. EPA is
approving the expenditure of $9,000 at
the G 8 H Landfill for construction of a
fence around two pits containing chemical
waste, including high levels of PCBs. The
landfill is part of a recreation area owned
by the State of Michigan. The unsecured
pits pose a direct contact threat to hikers,
bikers, and other park users.
The International Joint Commission's
Great Lakes Regional Office has a new
United States telephone number: (31 3)
226-2170. The number changed
November 24, 1982. If you call through
the Federal Telecommunication System,
call your access code and the number
226-2170. Please help us spreadthe
word by telling those you know.
  
FOCUS
On Great Lakes Water Quality
P. O. Box 32869
Detroit, Michigan
48232
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